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Increased pressures continue on faculty in higher
education as expressed’by faculty workload and faculty activity
analysis. Often those who collect and utilize such data do not
consider the outcomes of decisions from the faculty vievpoint.’
Examined are how the dses of certain faculty load data and faculty
activity analysis data. plage pressures and conflicts upon faculty
members..The faculty member's ‘consideration should be a variable in

decisionmakipg. (Author)
.. K
«©

P

- > *

he]

*******************#****************#}J********M***************&l********’

Documents acquired by ERIC include many informal unpublished
materials not available from other sources. ERIC makes every effort
to obtain the best copy available. Nevertheless,'items of margipal
 reproducibility are often encountered and this affects the quality
of the microfiche and hardcopy reproductlons BERIC makes. available
via the BERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS). EDRS is not
responsible for the quality of the original document. Reproductions

supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made from the original.
*#**********************************************#**##***************

* * * *ﬂi * % *

TRk

*.
*
*
*
*
*°
*
*
*

.

’

: . : o : i , &




FACULTY LOAD AND FACULTY ACTIVITY ANALYSIS:
. WHO CONSIDERS THE INDIVIDUAL FACULTY MEMBER

-

- J. Stanley Laughlin
Director of Institutional Research
Idaho State University o

Pocatello, Idaho 83209
{208) 236-3193 .

Vernon A. Lestrud
Executive Assistant to the President *°
Idaho State University ‘ .
Pocatello, Idaho 8320 : ; .
- (208) 236-3470 \ :
) , - /

US DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH

. . EDUCATION & WELFARE

!( . . NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
EDUCATION

TH s DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRO-

DUCED ExACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM
N *HE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION QRIGIN.
AT NG T POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS |
5TatED DO NO' NECESSARILY REPRE - .
SENT'T OFEICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF ! . »
+ EDUCATION POSIT:ON OR POLICY -

B

o

Paper presented at the andual forﬁm of the
Association for Institutional Research, May 1976 v

»

. ’ * ,

E 9 . . ’




»

t

. . ABSTRACT

L
Increasedfbressufe§ continue ubon,fabulty
membefslin higher’gdugation a%'expresSed by faculty
Lworkload&gnd faddlty activity analysis. Oftén‘thoée

who collect and utilize such data do.not:conéidef

. _ _ . . _ . ,
the outcomes of decisions from the faculty member's
. ¢ ’ i

viewpoint, ¢ ‘ , .

The purpose - of this paper is to examine ﬁo%

the uses of certain'facﬁlty load data and facuity
activity analysis data place préssures and.conflicts

!
\

3
. .)\‘
. The paper is not written to disregard the use

"

upon fac%}ty members. : . .

of such data, but as an attempt to present the notion

\

that the faculty member's consideration should be
. - ¢ ' .

T L . §
a variable in decision making.
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FACULTY LQAD AND FACULTY ACTIVITY ANALYSIS:
WHO CONSIDERS THE, INDIVIDUAL FACULTY MEMBER
- N P/' .

»

J. Stanley Laughlin and Vernon A. Lestrud
. * Idaho State University -

INTRODUCTION
Detailed analysis of faculty workload has increased
within many'insti%utions of'niéher educatien in the past
few decades This detailed"analysis has createdygreater
pressures upon- the 1nd19&dua1‘£ac&}t§ membes as he or snih

operationally proceeds to perform his or her duties Perhaps

[

Rore pressures exist upon the 1nd1v1dua1'facu1ty member todéy_

than in most any other period of higher education. Issues
. . ‘

ofoenrollment'decline, insecurity of tenure, student eval-

uations, and production ratios are but a few of the many
3

pressures with which“fhe individual faculty member must
: cOnfend. o
» /
Objectives of higher education have not been developed
. ' e
to the power that all "publics'" agree upon, the function-of

an individual faculty member's responsibility. Legislators
see faculty as teachers anﬁ approve money on that nasis..
State Boards stress the needﬁ to seek‘combarisons berween]
finstitutions regarding faculty load. Administrative aca- )

demic personnel see"faculty as instructors; reEiﬁrchersq

. v
.consultants and public service personnel. Findghcial per-
* sonnel see faculty duties only as described by the dqounting
structure. _Administrators, under the trends o vfement ,

s
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want professors,td teach a Q;opeq'lpad, andseekcomparison§

between departments and schools and colleges. Students

»

want faculty members to imparf knowledge in the classroom
and be a counselor in situations exterior to the classroom.
And, the chulty member sees himself or herself as needing

to be a -fine instructor for students, a researcher and

: . ~ - ‘ o
publisher for promotions, and a servant for the public. These

.~

differing viewpoints of various personnel converge ‘upon

_ the faculty mémber th\?ause conflict.

/ . \ .
: \
; "~ POINTS OF CONFLICT |

+

Many issues in higherAeducation for which decisions °
have been made inVit%;coﬂflict; The various issues and
their magnitude oftén determine the conflicts that ariSe,

such as fadulty negotiations, faculty senate issues, and

legislative funding, as well as laws which attempt to regulate
. . o

the minimum ,hours taught by indivi&u%;/faculty members.

A few Sffthose issues might beﬂwell déscribed herein.

Various conflicts are illustrated inTabif I. These are
i

not totally exhaustive nor are they utuall& exclusive. They
. X '
are presented herein to illustrate that there ar€ indeed

-

those conflicts that de arise.
One major conflict When'displaying facﬁffy activity -
analysis dawa is the differenCesvbetween funding and analysis
\

of what faculty members report by activity. Most budgeting

in higher education .uses the line item elements of instruction

.and departmental research. Faculty -activity data often

.displﬁys,theactivitieso; instruction, research and scholarship,

., O
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TABLE 1

FEW CONFLICTS BETWEEN DIFFERENT PUBLICS PERCEPTIO&S OF
FACULTY MEMBERS' DUTIES

leferent perceptlons ‘of fundlng SOurczijand reportlng

of faculty activity analysis act1v1t1es %képerceptlon .of

. Nst

activities versus perception of fundlné\allocatlon )
N
Different perceptions regarding research, publication,

and public services. (Betweén funding groups and academic.

t

\ [

personnel,.)

.  Different perceptions of accomplishments for advancements,

tenure, and promotions. .
Different perceptions of faculty load between diséiplines.
Different perceptions betieen various org jzations

about offering academic programs. «(Type -of programsr—;

experimental versus traditional.) 4 .?<; ‘@

Different perceptions of offering programs of fﬁ\ellec—
| ‘ : 4

tual quaflity versus fund allocation. \\ ‘

Different perceptions between student credit hour p} -

e

duction to hold enrollment versus development of a
sound educational program.
Different perceptions of what measurement should be

utilized to observe faculty workload. (i.é.q ¢ontact

hours, credit hours, full-time faculty per student

-

full-time ratios.) ,




« The different perceptionsiof the various groups‘regard—‘

ST

student oriented serv1c% /;nist;a§ive and public services.
Often the législative and flnanci%ﬂ%personnel conjecture : ,
that faculty are only and should‘only be paid ffr instruction:
a conflict in objectives. (See Table T1I.)

s v \/ . .
ing the amount of time to be‘spent on non-instructional
duties has been an area of strf%Q+ Various disciplines look
at faculty load with different perceptions.‘ For example//‘
music.faculty think thatwtheir Loads should not be as heavy
as those in the_social sciences. What must be accomplished . ' v
for advancement, tenure, and ‘promotion is an area where per-
cteptions are often in conflict. The offering of experimental - «
programs versus ‘the trad1t1onal can develop into d1ssens1on |
For example, suppose psychology wished to offer an experlmental

program versus large classes"lecture type program.g\No

doubt the faculty load would be quite different. Perceptions

/of departments about quality may be an-area of conflict

[}

betweem varlous groups. The.lower faculty workload of

-

graduate 1nstructlon is such an example
The 10ss of enrollment in many 1nst1tution§ has brought

»?

about questions regarding faculty load. A continuous search
must be made regardlng maintaining enrollment levels and how

these enrollments effect programs One other factlon may o

¢ 9

be approprlate to ment1on and that is the controversy over'

what unit of measurement should be utilized in faculty
I . &

workload measprement. . B o -

& -
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TABLE II.

.-

“

CONFLICT BETWEEN REPORTED ACTIVITIES AND FUNDING

Ny A. Faculty Activity Analysis Example

~
W

Average Hours Spent By Department "X"

Confact Prep. Advising , Adm. Research Prof. Total
Hrs. Hrs. Hrs. ' Service Hrs.
1.4 “15.3 ° 5.3 8.4  o5.9 5.1 ' 52.4

B.  Instructional ‘and Departmen%al Research Buaget

Y
B

SALARIES AND WAGES : N
Sam Jones Prof. - 9-month  $20,676 L
Bob Jones - Assoc. Prof. _9-month 18,765 '
Sue Jones Asst. Prof. 12-month 17,835 )
Joe Jones . Instr. + 9-month 12,577 : .
Irregular Help ) X 1,200 71,083 __ |
Fringe Benefits--10% _ 7,105 -
Materials and Supplies . ‘ - 1,250
Telephone ' ' . - 700 -
Postage . ' : 120 ’
Capital Outlay : \\\\ . S 5,400

rd . .

Grand Total $85, Zé

~
‘ @
, 9
~
.
< -
:
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»
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)
- X
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SOME PAST HISTORY REGARDING THE CONFLICT\ .

The dilemma of assessihg faculty load and, yet, allow-
ing the opportunity for.faculty members to operate within
a liberal academic atmosphere s§till exists. From A

the éarlier deve1opment of faculty load, Stecklein (1960)

writing for the American Council on Education, How to

Méasure Facﬁlty Work'Load, states, that "fn the oginion of
the author, no attempt should be made to standardize the
" 3 . v
v@Prk load either'ihvterms of numbers oféxnuﬁe credits ‘;,
taught, or iﬁ terms of a standard number'of hours in the"
work‘weék"(p. 35).- Therefaré, thé‘dichotomyt is to have
combarisons, yet not handicap thq fagulty. \‘
Blackburnﬁ(1974) writiﬁg in New Directionsgkor Institu-

tional Research, !'Assessing:Faculty >foort," presents many

cases of such_conflict. He sfates the approach of institu-

tional research to faculty workload must -be more than a

skeletal anatomy.

- LY

. The approach of institutional research in breaking° _
\ch down academic work into separate roles and finer and

finer phases remaims that of analysis, without questlon—
ing the validity of the fundamental assumptions thﬁgﬁ E:

analyzing‘parts will somehow preduce understandlng
the whole. p 76. _ o ' ]
His paper goes on to '...challenge the anatomlcal approach
- f

* and argues that institutional résearch efforts to ascertaln

faculty work load will continue to”. fa11 b6cause of :basic ,

-.methodological and conceptual.fallac1es” (p. 76).

LI o 7 - . . R
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Je@amus(1974), in that same pubﬂication, also implies

that a different insight into changesneedstq be made when ¢
he states that "an understanding of ithose changes and-their

a

poss1ble s1gn1f1cance can be enhaﬂbed throuyh 1ns1ghtful‘

analyses into their origins and developmepnt" (p 34).

P

) Slmerly, in his pape? presented Eﬁ/the.1975 A‘I'RJ, ‘
v - //

( Jimplied that one of the first develobmehts in improve-

ment of the faculty is to form goals of the‘faeulty member
and explaln the goals of the institut#on. Usually, in data

analysls the goals_of nelther the faculty member nor the

institution are considered. Differing goals of publics;.
‘ >

legislators, adm;nlstrators and faculty members are a_ real " ¢ ;‘
A} R

source for c&%fl1ct and are also significant in data collectlon
‘and explafation. o '
BN -&' A seemlngly endaess discussion of measurement and , . Y

»

use concernlng data to be collected continuously takes place; -

S Bogue (1972), states that ”Probably no other feature of

_faculty analysis programsvgenerates‘more facultyaanx1ety_and

n

confliet than the‘question of how the data will be used"
' (p. 112). Measurement is indeed the mo serious problem

. %,
yet to befdeveloped. Mahy faculty members Teel that the
faculty activity analysis survey do€'s not. justly reflect
» the manner of their productfvlt%: The goal of the-use of ./

- such’ data also poses some dlfficulty Often student éredit
Fa

! A
) , hours per full time faculty equlvalent is-used to measure : /

“the faculty workload. Durham "$1060) and Doi (1961), imply

that th1s is the best s1ngle measure.. ¥ ol

I 1

o o R : -9-
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Yet, Toombs (1973)., has stated that®perhaps this ratio

‘empﬁasizes mainly the‘instructional endeavors and fails to -

s

look at such tbings as research time and administration
'time\activities._ The main concept then that is to be made

a

herein, is that data collected for one purpose too often

is. utlllzed for making dec&sions which are essentially unrgE

v

¢ -

lated. ?nother such example is only to observe and study
credit hours taught by a facultﬂ. member Thosé facult1es
within areas that employ laboratory teachlng qmethods would
argue that perhaps, the use of contact hours should be
utilized;’ There are those who indicate that one should view .
student credit hours through student contact.hours. Per—
haps a way to summarize this confl1ct is to say that. no one
measure of product1v1ty has been generall& accepted as
paramount. Secondly, we must be part1cularly careful not

to use data in the maln forotherthan the purpose of ‘the col-

A

lection 1ntent

&y SUGGESTIONS FOR REDUCING PRESSURES
P , X '
The following suggestions are inferred by the authors
through experienrce-with past operations. ‘There may be

many other areas to consider, but these are those which appear

" to be major at this point in time. .

\
-~

-CommuniCation: Communlcate with the academ1c areas about

“the function for collection of such-data and relate uses

of such. This area of communication could be utilized to.

®

-

relieve tbe great anxiety of faculty as to how ducn data
will be utilized. Perhaps a face to face discussion should

e |
it

W
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~data from other sources may need to be s&udl\d_ with cautlon, s

. v
IS . - .
- o o, * re

be held w1th ma1n admlnlstratlve phrSOnnel. If one can

€

be-inVolvedvat the departmentalulevel, it-would be a p051t1ve

4 ¢

step. ' . - : ' ! -
P . u “ ,, o,
- & ~

fIllustrate How Data May Be Supportative: 'Illustrate to ‘the

Y
2ayademlc communlty héw such,data can baasupportatlve of

.their mlss1on ’ Onﬁ/method(is to poss1b1y convey elther

plannlng to reduce workloads 1n whaﬁﬁappears to be. heavy

L

' loads.ln ce;taln departments. Also, 1t may 111ustrate those

areas where workload bs light. -

< <

) . -% , ’ - - B B }
Collect Supggrtatlve Data From The L1terature Even though ’

@

. ) I
comparatlve data allows one to make Somewhat obJectlve'
\ P ) N - -\

evaluations with what others have found. ‘ S

"Collect.Data From A Comparable Inst1tutlon Often it helps -

Pl
if*one cdn descr1be comparabLe institutions and collect”

~

data relative to their workload. Eerhaps a set of ten , -

{

similar'institubions selected by a set of criteria, with

"which to compare can be valuable Caution should be main-

N é,' 'v. M . 4
talned;for there are those who imply that {here 1s no such . . ~

“>

hlng as two totally comparable 1nst1tutlo%s T e N
P . ’ @ \\f’
Understand The Acadeniic Role Of Faculty: Sqek to.yﬁd;:stand->¢ R
how the’ academrc role of personnel on your campﬁs sh@hld - .
/ .
functlon. DS not become 1mmersed in, ‘the cqmputer develoﬁ— @' o

- o%
ment, the detail of analys1s and qua 1tat1ve élements gg' o %j
r v ®.

the p01nt thatvone loses sight of'!!e malnliu ctlgns ‘of an

»

aCademrc 1nst1tutlon. ,Students must gain as uality

. ; %4 .9
education. ., Research in proper quantities.shoulqrbe oonsidered

) ' . -11- - - .t
r w . ! .




- ’ a / . kY
and student and admi&istratlve duties must be performed

Gemeralizations:' Care must be taken to -nfiot become so
’

engrossed in individual data that grouped data'becomes lost.

L 4
Y
o

“ GeneraliZing from one or two samples violates research

methodology. It is wise to collect, assess and evaluate
- . ”< ‘ *

data over a period of time. Perhaps before real dec1sion

\

~making should,occur, at least ‘three sets of data:sh&uld be )

“*,analized.

Involve Yourself In Standard -Setting: Ifhat all possible,

>

+

) view standard’ setting with a very critical-eye.  If stan-
N . ' K . : ‘ :
dards are being set, be sure to point out the pitfalls and

’ I8

attempt to protect the faculty against unreasonable limitations
: * - A

or restrictions.

Provide Inférmation: ‘gttempt;to proyide faculty with results.

Attempt<to relatehontcomes of the dataf Reports shonld

n I

be sen¢ to. those involved, at least to departmental

~ P ]
~ level as well as deans, d1rectors ‘vice ﬁ%es1dents and

K 4

presidents.., ‘Discussion and analys1s by many may mean that

- - . . U
A additfgnal plannrng adJustmagts may be made at” the‘apprOprlate’

¢ levels'of administration.

.~ Involvement: A great deal of involvement‘should'beimade
- in planning, analyses, and'decision making based upon
RN ! " ’ P

such studdies. 'If faculty members can be involved in such

discusSions, fears and pressures can 5% somewhat released.
Y : o ; ,-' . , i - A
_ An open logical discuSsion of the issue has. tremendous

. value, Key personneI should be 1nvolved However reCallv
‘that -at t1mes the' democrat1c process breaks down and a decis1on

- maker must make a/judgementuand proqeed.' & . -
- < ‘8 H ' ’_ v i ."; B

.-»:Jl’. - : . / ' ’ ., . ' 9;‘_.‘
- t ) - v ) ) - . . . .
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CONCLUDING REMARKS

The intent of this paper was to present conflicts
between perceptions of faculty members and other "publics"
which influence Higher education. Conflicts of differences
in perceptions regarding’ fund allocation and activities
Which.faculty view as their responsibility wereupresen\ed.

A .
Wany of these conflicts are basically the difference in

perceived objectives of higher education. In order‘to; educe

certain of the conflicts hetw en faculty and the ﬂifferent
: ®

"publjics" éuggestions were given. Such item§7az communication,

support data of the faculty, being involved in standard

v

setting and having faculty involvement in utilizipg faculty

v

load data as well as faculty_activity analyees'were presented.

! : .
? The institutional researcher must be as objective as

possible about use of such‘data and should'have.the interest
¢
of. not only the—administration relatlve to proper management

but, musb also suggest that the 1nd1vidzal faculty member s

. 1nterest must be- observed. .Since the major endeavor, of higher

education 1s ma1nta1ned for student learning questions

A\ ]

of hownbest tan. loads of faculty members contributé to thatd.
0 L3

student learning should be sought .Elements of efficiency

and effectiVeness should be in balance but if an imbalance
S\ > - 7

does exist, let us hope that one has the _ecourage +to defend

effectiveness. - !

-13-~ - S




BIBLIOGRAPHY

-

Blackburn, Robert T., "The Meaning of Work in
Assessing Faculty Effort, San Francisco:
Inc., Quarterly: New Directions for Inst
Research, 1974, pp. 75-100.

Bogue, E.G., '"Method and Meaning inFacultyAet
12th Annual Forum of the Associagfion for

a
.Research, Reformation and Realletatlon in

Academia,"
Jossey-Bass
itutiqnal

.

ivity Analysis,"
Institutional
ngher Educa-

tiok, 1974 pp. 109-117.

‘Doi, J., "The Use of Faculty Load Data Within

b

D.C.: American Council on Education,

.

‘Durham, G.H., "The Uses and Abuses of Faculty

Faculty Workload, Edited by Kevin Bunnell,
1960.

Faculty Workload, Edited by Kevin Bunnell,

an Institution,"
"Washington.

Load Data,"
-Washington

-

D.C.: American Coun011 on Education, 1960.

‘Jedamus, Paul, "Teaching Loads Oyer Time," Assess1ng Faculty
Effort, San Francisco: Jossey- -Bass Inc., Quarterly: .
New D1rect10ns for Institutional Research 1974, pp. 35-48.

Manning, Charles W. and Leonard C. Romney, Faculty Activity
Analysis: Procedures Manual, Boulder, Colorado:
N.C.H.E.M.S., 1973~

Simerly, Robert G. , “Faculty Development. in Higher Education:

From Myths to Research Findings,'" Xeroxed paper presented
at the Annual Forum of the Association for Instltutlonal

Research, April, 1975

Stecklien John, How to Measure Faculty Work Load, Washington
D.C. 'Amerlcan Council on Educatlon 1961,

Toombs w., Productivity: Border of Success, E.R.I.C. /Higher

2, Washlngton D.C. Amer-
1973, ED 076 174.

Educatlon Research Report No.
ican Association for Higher Educatlon

Yuker, Harold E., Faculty Workload: Facts, Myths, and Commen-
tary, Washinton D.C.: American Association for Higher
1974. s . .

Education,

15

. -14-




